Introduction
In this article we distinguish between three types of AN(N) compounds in Dutch, which we will refer to as lexicalized compounds, lexicalized phrases and The first two types contain listed or lexicalized material, the third type, on the other hand, is fully transparent and productive. Given that being lexicalized has been associated with being derived in a separate morphological module (DiSciullo & Williams 1987 i.a.) , one might suspect that they are built by such a module and therefore share structural properties in contrast with the third type. However, it will become clear that this is not borne out. Structurally, the second type is more similar to the third type, i.e. the productive compounds. The property of being lexicalized thus crosscuts structural characteristics. We will therefore argue against a separate morphological module and we will defend the thesis that all three types are derived in syntax by the operation Merge. However, the level of Merge may differ, giving rise to structural distinctions. More specifically, we claim that lexicalized compounds are derived via root merger, i.e. merger below category-specific functional projections, as in 0a. The non-head of the first type is thus a compound consisting of roots which may be embedded in yet another compound, hence the third member is optional. Lexicalized phrases and productive compounds are derived from a partial NP, as in 0b. The non-head of the second and third type is thus a phrase which may be embedded in a compound, deriving an ANN compound. If it is not embedded in a compound, it is a syntactic phrase.
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In sum, we will derive structural distinctions from the level of merge.
Furthermore, we argue that the level of merge is independent of the property of being lexicalized. Although the first two types contain lexicalized material, only the first type involves root merger. Structural distinctions thus crosscut lexical ones.
To be entirely clear, in the remainder of this talk we will assume the following definition of being lexicalized:
5) Definition of lexicalized compounds or phrases
Lexicalized compounds or phrases are compounds and phrases that are recognized by the linguistic community as a fixed combination. As a consequence, they can most typically be found in a dictionnary.
Note that our definition of being lexicalized does not necessarily involve idiomaticity. Although lexicalized compounds or phrases may be idiomatic, this is not necessarily the case. For example, the compound in 6)a is lexicalized. It is Despite the fact that this compound is lexicalized, it is fully transparent. If a second language learner of Dutch knew the vocabulary items hoog 'high' and conjunctuur 'economic climate' independently, she will be able to deduce the meaning of the compound in 6). There is thus no reason to equate being lexicalized with idiomaticity. Note that idiomaticity of course implies being lexicalized. If an idiosyncratic meaning is associated with a fixed combination, the combination is necessarily the product of listedness. Idiomaticity is thus a stronger notion than being lexicalized. Keep in mind that in this article our claims are not about idiomaticity, but about the weaker notion of being lexicalized.
We will proceed as follows. In the following section we introduce the three types of AN(N) compounding in Dutch. We present five characteristics to distinguish between these types. In section 3 we provide an analysis for each type.
Section 4 contains a discussion on a previous, contrasting proposal from Ackema and Neeleman 2004. Section 5 sums up and concludes. 5
Three subtypes of AN(N) compounds in Dutch

Introduction
In this section we will present five tests to distinguish between the three types of AN(N) compounds in Dutch. It will become clear that each type is defined by its own characteristics, which include the possibility of degree modification, being lexicalized, the presence or absence of inflection on the adjective, stress patterns and the possibility to contain a comparative or superlative form of the adjective.
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We then argue that AN(N) compounds containing a comparative or superlative never belong to the type of lexicalized compounds. They are invariably instances of either the second type, i.e. the lexicalized phrases, or of the third type, i.e. the productive ANN compounds, depending on their lexicalized status. Finally, we will present examples which seem to suggest there is a yet a fourth type of AN(N)
compounding. We will, argue, however, that looks may be deceiving and that this alleged fourth type fully patterns with the first type, i.e. the type of lexicalized compounds, of which it is a subtype. We conclude that Dutch has three types of AN(N) compounds.
Five distinguishing characteristics
Lexicalization
As the name suggests, lexicalized compounds and lexicalized phrases consist of lexicalized material. In the introduction we have defined being lexicalized as being recognized by the linguistic community as a fixed combination. As a result, such combinations can often be found in dictionaries. This is indeed the case for the examples in 8) and 9), which can be found in Consequently, it tolerates the substitution of its parts by synonyms. In contrast, a stacking of the adjective with the same adjective or its antonym leads to jabberwocky.
Degree modification
In lexicalized compounds the adjective cannot be modified by a degree modifier.
It is thereby irrelevant whether the adverb of degree is understood as embedded within the compound or as a modifier of the entire compound. This is illustrated in 17). In sum, lexicalized compounds and lexicalized phrases cannot contain an adverbial degree modifier, whereas productive ANN compounds do tolerate such a modifier.
Inflection on the adjective
In this section we will discuss whether the adjective which is contained in the AN(N)-compound bears adjectival inflection. It will become clear that this is not the case for lexicalized compounds, whereas adjectival inflection is attested in lexicalized phrases and productive ANN compounds. In sum, adjectival inflection differentiates between lexicalized compounds on the one hand and lexicalized phrases and productive ANN compounds on the other hand. While lexicalized compounds lack adjectival inflection, it is attested in the other two types.
Stress
DP stress differs from compound stress in Dutch. DPs bear stress on the noun, as in 27), compounds bear stress on the leftmost part, as in 28 The question is now whether ANN compounds bear DP stress or compound stress. Lexicalized compounds typically get compound stress. This is shown in 29).
29) a. HOOG-bouw(-architect)
high-building(-archictect)
'high rise architect'
c. VOL-bloed(-kwekerij) full-blood(-farm)
'farm producing thorough-bred animals'
In the examples above stress is assigned to the leftmost part, clearly indicating these compounds bear compound stress. Admittedly, though, some minor idiolectal variation is attested for these compounds (see Haeseryn et al. 1997 ). To conclude, both compound stress and DP stress is attested amongst ANN compounds. Lexicalized compounds take compound stress, whereas lexicalized phrases and productive ANN compounds take DP stress. The adjectives in the compounds in 34) select a null inflectional marking if the noun they agree with is marked for neuter gender, see 34)a,, they take a schwa ending otherwise, see 34)b. As such, they pattern with the inflection paradigm of indefinite DPs, which selects a null morpheme if the noun is neuter and singular and a schwa in all other cases. We take this to mean that the adjectives in 34)
Comparatives and superlatives in ANN compounds
show adjectival inflection.
The fact that ANN compounds containing a comparative or superlative take adjectival inflection, indicates that they never belong to the first type, i.e. the lexicalized compounds. They either belong to the second type, i.e. the lexicalized phrases, or to the third type, i.e. the productive ANN compounds. We therefore propose that the lexicalized examples are instances of lexicalized phrases, whereas the neologisms are examples of productive ANN compounds. In short, in this section we have shown that ANN compounds containing a comparative or superlative pattern with lexicalized phrases and productive ANN compounds, depending on their status as being lexicalized or newly formed. They are never lexicalized compounds. The main indication which led to this conclusion is the fact that they take adjectival inflection. We have further pointed out that the degree modifier, i.e. the comparative or superlative morpheme, can be part of the lexicalized phrase. We have therefore modified the previous conclusion that lexicalized phrases cannot contain a degree modifier. What is rather at play is that one should not tinker with the stored information on the presence or absence of degree modifiers if one wants to retain the lexicalized meaning. Finally, we have pointed out that a test based on stress patterns is inconclusive in these cases as compounds stress and DP stress both happen to assign stress to the comparative or superlative adjective. We have concluded that at least the stress pattern does not contradict the conclusion we have reached above that ANN compounds containing a comparative or superlative are instances of lexicalized phrases or productive ANN compounds.
A fourth type?
There is yet another set of AN(N) compounds we have not discussed so far. These compounds typically contain an adjective which is followed by a schwa, as in 46 In this section we will argue that these compounds are a subtype of the first type,
i.e. of the lexicalized compounds. We will therefore refer to them as lexicalized compounds with an intervening schwa. We thus expect them to disallow degree modification, to be lexicalized, to lack adjectival inflection and to be assigned compound stress. These expectations are borne out.
First consider degree modification. Example 47) shows that this type of compounding indeed looses its specific meaning when a degree modifier is added. From the fact that most examples in 46) are clearly idiomatic one can deduce that they are lexicalized. After all, idiomaticity is a stronger notion than being lexicalized. If a compound is idiomatic this implies that the speech community attaches a non-compositional meaning to a fixed combination. It follows that the combination is indeed fixed, i.e. lexicalized.
We further predict that these compounds lack adjectival inflection. This is indeed the case, although they contain a schwa which at first sight could be mistaken for adjectival inflection. We have seen in section 2.2.6 that if the modified noun in a compound is a neuter noun, adjectival inflection is marked by means of a null morpheme, the schwa being restricted to common nouns. If the schwa truly were adjectival inflection, we expect it to be selected uniquely by compounds with a common noun. However, it co-occurs with neuter nouns as In short, the stress pattern of these compounds is fully compatible with the hypothesis that they are a subtype of lexicalized compounds. To summarize, from the fact that these compounds show all the characteristics of lexicalized compounds, we propose they are a subtype thereof. The intervening schwa is triggered by the phonological context.
Conclusion
We have presented four tests to differentiate between three types of ANN compounds in Dutch. These tests involve distinctions in being lexicalized, in the possibility to host an adverbial degree modifier, in allowing adjectival inflection, in stress patterns and in allowing a comparative or a superlative. A closer look at this table reveals that lexicalized compounds and lexical phrases pattern alike when it comes to lexical properties, such as being lexicalized, and that lexical phrases and productive ANN compounds are similar structurally.
Lexical properties thus cross cut structural ones. In the next section we develop this observation in full detail.
Analysis: Root merger vs. NP merger
Introduction
In this section we argue that lexicalized compounds involve bare root merger, whereas the left-hand part of lexicalized compounds and productive ANN compounds is truly phrasal, i.e. it contains a partial NP. We first discuss lexicalized compounds and then we focus on productive ANN compounds.
Lexicalized phrases are analyzed last.
Root merger of lexicalized compounds
In this section we will present an analysis of lexicalized compounds, as in 54).
54) a. hoog-bouw(-architectuur)
high-building (-architecture) 'high rise (architecture)'
We adopt the view that the core of a lexical projection is a categoriless root (Halle and Marantz 1993, Harley and Noyer 1999, Borer 2005) . We propose that lexicalized compounds involve the merger of bare roots, as in 55).
In the structure in 55) the root which we referred to as an adjective is not an adjective in the technical sense of the word. It is but a bare, uncategorial root.
The following empirical properties follow from this structure. It is expected that lexicalized compounds do not take adjectival inflection as there is no adjectival structure present in the tree. In the same vein, degree modifiers cannot merge as there is no AP to host them. 4 The structure is simplified for ease of exposition. A fully developed derivation of compounds would take us too far afield. We would like to refer the reader to Borer (2009, to appear) for a detailed derivation of compounds in a root-based framework.
√P √ √ hoog bouw
Given the Coordination of Likes Constraint (Chomsky 1959) In contrast, we predict that the alleged adjective can be coordinated with other roots, even if they are associated with different categories. After all, structurally they are all roots and thus are of the same category (see De Belder 2013) . This is indeed the case. 59) shows a lexicalized compound of which the root might be taken for a noun. The licit coordination can be seen in 60). 
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In sum, the analysis presented in 55) is fully compatible with their behavior under coordination.
Note that the structure in 55) is derived in syntax and not in a separate morphological module. The reader may wonder how it follows that lexicalized compounds are invariably lexicalized. Although they are productive, they cannot be formed on the spot ( We adopt the view that bare roots are categorized by means of the functional projections which merge on top of it. For example, if number marking and a Dlayer merge above a root, the root becomes nominal, if tense merges above a root, it will be verbal. Categorization is thus not done by categorial heads or lexical specifications (Borer 2005 , 2013 , De Belder 2011 . As a consequence, adjectives are defined by designated functional projections as well, which we assume to be projections of degree (Corver 1990 , 1997 , Kennedy 1999 . Technically, an adjective is thus not a particular lexical projection. It is rather defined as a relation between a predicate as expressed by a root and a degree established by means of functional projections. Roots thus depend on projections of degree to function as adjectives. To compute the meaning of an adjective in a compositional fashion, LF thus depends on degree projections as well. Now observe that bare roots as in 55) lack such functional projections. Hence, an adjectival meaning cannot be computed compositionally. The only possible meaning for the structure in 55) is therefore a stored one, which is not necessarily idiomatic (see section 1). As such, we derive the connection between being lexicalized and root merger.
To summarize, we have analyzed lexical compounds as instances of root merger. We have shown that their empirical properties can be derived from this structure. For example, it is expected that they resist adjectival properties such as 28 degree modification and adjectival inflection. It further follows that the root can be licitly coordinated with other roots, but not with adjectives. Finally, being lexicalized results immediately from the defective structure.
NP merger of productive ANN compounds
We propose that the non-head of a productive ANN compound, as in 62), is a partial NP 6 , as in 63). Syntactically, it is thus a phrase. 63)
The presence of an AP-layer in 63) captures the fact that productive ANN compounds may contain adjectival features. We have pointed out that these compounds allow degree modifiers and comparative and superlative morphemes 6 The non-head of a compound can never include a D-layer due to the fact that the non-head cannot be referential (see Harley 2009 , Borer 2009 In sum, we propose that differences between productive ANN compounds and lexicalized phrases can be derived from the fact that productive ANN compounds are interpreted compositionally and the second type is stored, even though they are built by means of the same structure. Both types contain an AP-layer.
Conclusion
In this section we have proposed that the non-head of lexicalized compounds contains nothing but bare roots. As such, we can derive the fact that they disallow adjectival features, such as degree modifiers, comparatives and superlatives and inflection. Furthermore, it follows that they can be coordinated with other roots, but not with adjectives. The fact that lexicalized compounds are obligatorily listed follows from the absence of a functional structure. As LF depends on functional structure to interpret the predicate expressed by a root compositionally, the conceptual module necessarily depends on readily available stored information.
We proposed that the left-hand part of productive ANN compounds and lexicalized phrases is a partial NP containing an AP-layer. As such, it follows immediately that these types may contain adjectival features, such as inflection and degree modification and that they are assigned DP stress. We have argued that restrictions on lexicalized phrases follows from the lexical property of being listed, rather than from structural considerations.
More generally, we have observed that being lexicalized is not associated with one particular structure. Being lexicalized is a property which cross cuts structural 34 properties. It therefore does not make sense to postulate a separate module in which lexicalized compounds are derived (pace Ackema and Neeleman 2004 on ANN compounding). We have argued that all compounds are built in syntax, yet the level of merge may differ. Some compounds contain roots, whereas others contain phrases.
In this article we have distinguished between three types of ANN compounds in Dutch, which we referred to as lexicalized compounds, lexicalized phrases and productive ANN compounds. We have shown that the structural properties of these types, wich we derived from the level of merge, cross cut the lexical property of being lexicalized. Given that structural properties do not show a oneto-one mapping with lexical properties, it is undesirable to postulate a separate module to derive lexicalized combinations. Alternatively, we proposed that all AN(N) compounds are merged in syntax. In short, we have presented empirical evidence against a Lexicalist view (Di Sciullo and Williams 1987) which associates listedness and idiomaticity with a separate module, viz. Morphology.
More specifically, we have shown that lexicalized compounds are fixed, listed combinations which do not allow any adjectival material, such as degree modification or adjectival inflection. They do not take DP stress either. We have argued that these properties result from the fact that they do not contain an adjective in a technical sense. What is recognized as an adjective is structurally but a bare, categoriless root. We have further derived the property of being lexicalized from this structure. Given that the root lacks adjectival functional projections, it cannot be interpreted as an adjective and LF fails to compute a compositional meaning. The structure depends on the availability of a stored denotation.
We have analyzed both compounds including lexicalized phrases and productive ANN compounds as compounds of which the non-head is a partial NP hosting an AP-layer. This structure captures the fact that the adjective in these compounds contain adjectival properties, such as inflection or degree modification and that the AN phrase receives DP stress. We have emphasized on the fact that restrictions on lexicalized phrases do not stem from structural distinctions, but 35 from the mere fact that they are lexicalized. In sum, we have argued that conclusions on structure building in the domain of word-formation should not be based on lexical properties, such as being lexicalized.
